By JACK H. MILLER

Buoyed by the promise of several technological and procedural

innovations, Army training officials expect to overcome many

of the traditional obstacles to obtaining valid and useful measures

of unit performance during combat exercises.

The services have long recognized that the ability to
measure the effectiveness of unit combat perfor-
mance is fundamental to any effort to improve unit train-
ing, equipment, personnel, tactical doctrine or organiza-
tionalsystems design.* Without measures of performance
effectiveness, officials cannot determine whether policy
or procedural changes to the unit structure have helped,
hurt, or had no effect. The widely variable conditions of
actual and simulated combat, however, together with
difficulties inherent in observing and measuringunit per-
formance, have frustrated research undertaken to
develop workable systems for measuring unit combat
effectiveness.'

The issue is of particular concern to the Army's
National Training Center at Fort Irwin, California,
which affords combat and support units a training
environment very much like actual combat conditions.

* My thanks to Jesse Orlansky ami Jay Uhlaner, whose sugges-
tions ami comments were very helpful to me in preparing thin
article.

'See. for example, S.K. Welset-Smlth and S.R. Mitchell,
Collective Training Standards Development: Problem Analy-
sis, Technical Report 86-26 (San Diego, CA: Now Personnel
Research and Development Center, 1986) AD~A 169 757.

About to begin combat exercises at the National Train-
Ing Center, members o1 an M-1 tank unit receive final
Instructions from one of the center's training observers.

The center is accomplishing its primary goal of provid-
ing realistic combat training, but some have charged
thai it is not effectively using data obtained during
training exercises as a basis for Army-wide lessons
learned,2 What are the impediments to achieving this
secondary but nonetheless important objective? What is
being done to remove them? This article seeks to answer
both questions.

To assess unit combat effectiveness, evaluators have to
measure performance within the framework of estab-
lished doctrine. U nfortunately, the translation of doctrine
into performance standards is not a simple, straightfor-
ward task. In fact, unit training guides typically avoid
precise specification of performance standards for
maneuver units and concentrate on task performance
procedures instead. The omission of standards or criteria
for successful performance is understandable given that
training exercises occur in varied terrains, weather condi-
tions, and time frames; also, the exercises feature opposi-
tion forces of different sizes, skills, motivation, equipment,
and support structures. While the lack of clearly specified
mission performance standards to cover such diverse

M notable example of such criticism is the General A ccount-
ing Office's report entitled Army Training; National Training
Center's Potential Has Not Been Realized, GAQ/NSIAD-86-
130 (Washington, DC: General Accounting Office, July 1986):
for a summary of the report, see the Fourth Quarter 1986 issue
of the Defense Management Journal, p. 41.
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